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Introduction {#sec001}
============

Financial planning for retirement (hereinafter, FPR) is a complicated task for most people. Among other reasons, the difficulty lies in the fact that FPR requires thinking about the future and saving based on the anticipation of the needs one will have during retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref001]\]. And at the same time, planning is a pressing task. In the past decade, the governments and policy makers insist on threats posed to public pension systems as the only guarantors of the well-being of retired people \[[@pone.0209434.ref002]\]. Despite this, many people do not save for retirement, even when the reforms of the Public Pensions System during 2011 and 2013 led to a progressive reduction of the average pension value, which has been estimated as 30% less between 2010 and 2050, at least in Spain. Finally, given that saving has no immediate effect, the persistence of FPR is another aspect that deserves special attention. Thus, proper financial planning requires individuals to maintain a sustained effort over time to meet their future personal needs \[[@pone.0209434.ref003]\]. It seems clear, therefore, that FPR is subject to the influence of a wide range of antecedents and, moreover, its temporary stability is questionable \[[@pone.0209434.ref004]\].

Therefore, this study intends to analyze the influence of distal antecedents on FPR, evaluated at two consecutive moments according to the model of Hershey, Jacobs-Lawson, and Austin \[[@pone.0209434.ref005]\]. The model proposes that FPR is determined by individuals\' capacity, disposition, and opportunities to plan and save for retirement, as well as the interaction of these dimensions. Hence, we intend to examine the influence of self-perceived financial knowledge, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being in FPR, considered as distal antecedents. In addition, we will explore how a first measure of FPR (hereinafter, FPR1) mediates the relationship between these distal antecedents and a subsequent measure of FPR (hereinafter, FPR2).

In order to be able to provide informed recommendations to individuals, organizations, and governments, we need to deepen our understanding of the factors influencing FPR. This will allow us to offer suggestions that promote greater involvement of good planners or the development of compensatory strategies to correct negative situations among those who still do not plan.

Financial planning for retirement (FPR) {#sec002}
---------------------------------------

For a clear majority of people, savings are the best guarantee of economic well-being for retirement. On another hand, those who do not save for this vital stage usually intend to rely on the pensions that social security will grant those \[[@pone.0209434.ref006]\]. However, some empirical studies indicate that confidence in the economic pensions that will be available upon retirement is becoming increasingly weaker \[[@pone.0209434.ref007]\], even in those countries that have built a solid welfare state in the last decades. But, despite this lack of confidence, many people do not save, or do not do so continuously over time, to provide sufficient financial support in old age \[[@pone.0209434.ref008]\].

For some time, the literature has been pointing out that people who plan their retirement have more positive attitudes towards this stage \[[@pone.0209434.ref009], [@pone.0209434.ref010]\]. In addition, people who have positive attitudes toward retirement are seeking more advice and guidance from professionals in the financial field \[[@pone.0209434.ref011]\]. Quantitative studies supported that the future time perspective is related to greater involvement in specific behaviors to achieve the goals that have been set \[[@pone.0209434.ref012], [@pone.0209434.ref013]\]. Thus, it can be said that those who have more positive attitudes towards their future as retirees will engage in stable FPR.

Previous research showed that the contributions of savings differ according to people\'s employment status and current professional stage \[[@pone.0209434.ref014]\]. In addition, predictions made by individuals about their future expenditures have a strong influence on savings and financial planning, as these predictions are a component of any planning \[[@pone.0209434.ref015]\]. Moreover, the spending predictions may act as an incentive or standard that promotes subsequent performance. However, it has been observed that predictions about future spending are often quite biased \[[@pone.0209434.ref016]\], and usually exaggeratedly optimistic. The findings of these studies, even though based on experiments, supported that positive or negative predictions can influence later behavior, despite that multiple cognitive variables could influence biased optimistic beliefs \[[@pone.0209434.ref017]\].

In relation to the stability of FPR, it has been found that parental financial socialization \[[@pone.0209434.ref018]\], as well as saving behavior in childhood, increase the likelihood of saving during adulthood \[[@pone.0209434.ref019]\]. In this sense, the *consistency paradox* can be applied to FPR, which establishes that past behavior is a good predictor of future behavior, although at any given time, behavior can change \[[@pone.0209434.ref020]\]. This would allow expecting the behavior of saving, once initiated, would show temporal consistency \[[@pone.0209434.ref021]\]. Based on this principle, we foresee that FPR, once initiated, will be sustained over time.

Self-perceived financial knowledge {#sec003}
----------------------------------

The literature emphasizes the relationship between cognitive abilities and financial behavior \[[@pone.0209434.ref022]\]. Survey studies support that people with greater numerical ability show more cautious financial behaviors \[[@pone.0209434.ref023]\]. Financial knowledge is the ability of individuals to understand and integrate financial information, influencing their ability to make decisions about financial aspects \[[@pone.0209434.ref024], [@pone.0209434.ref025]\]. In this line, it has been found that the ability of household members to make financial decisions will impact on long term economic well-being of households \[[@pone.0209434.ref026]\]. Several studies in recent years are pointing in the same direction, finding that people who have greater financial literacy plan the economic aspect of their retirement more and have greater economic well-being \[[@pone.0209434.ref003], [@pone.0209434.ref027]\].

The broader field of literature on financial literacy and retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref005], [@pone.0209434.ref021]\], and more specifically the findings of Lusardi and Mitchell \[[@pone.0209434.ref028]\] have shown that financial literacy influences retirement planning in general and financial well-being during retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref029]\]. In this sense, two kinds of financial knowledge measures can be distinguished. On the one hand, a more objective financial knowledge measure using elemental calculations has been recommended \[[@pone.0209434.ref029]\]. On the other hand, a subjective assessment of financial knowledge has also been used, as self-perceived financial knowledge. It consists on the confidence of the respondents on his/her knowledge on the topic. Following the later approach, we focused on self-perception of financial knowledge.

Precedent literature supported that perceptions of financial knowledge also have been positively associated with the level of confidence in retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref030]\] and with saving behavior \[[@pone.0209434.ref031], [@pone.0209434.ref032], [@pone.0209434.ref033]\]. Moreover, recent works in different countries are still pointing to the positive relationship between financial knowledge and FPR \[[@pone.0209434.ref034], [@pone.0209434.ref035]\]. Thus, direct relations between financial knowledge and FPR have already been explored cross-sectionally \[[@pone.0209434.ref036]\], but there are few works showing how a first measure of FPR may mediate the relationship between financial knowledge and a second measure of FPR. Thus, we propose the following working hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: Self -perceived Financial knowledge will predict FPR2, and this relationship will be mediated by FPR1.

Confidence in retirement {#sec004}
------------------------

In addition to cognitive antecedents, capabilities to manage finances seem to be influenced by motivational and emotional variables, as retirement confidence \[[@pone.0209434.ref037]\]. Greater perceived control of one\'s personal economic future and with greater confidence in the concrete possibility of achieving desired goals promotes more concrete financial management behaviors \[[@pone.0209434.ref038]\]. Confidence in retirement refers to beliefs and positive expectations about this stage of life \[[@pone.0209434.ref039]\]. Even though working population from the USA reports that, in recent years, confidence has declined notably in general terms and, specifically, also regarding retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref040]\], some previous findings showed that confidence in retirement was positively related to having a specific retirement savings plan \[[@pone.0209434.ref028]\].

Accordingly, this work intends to analyze the relationship between confidence in retirement and FPR2, mediated by FPR1. We propose the following working hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2: Confidence in retirement will predict FPR2, and this relationship will be mediated by FPR1.

Economic well-being {#sec005}
-------------------

Economic well-being includes having good control of one\'s personal finances at the short- and mid-term, as well as dealing with unforeseen financial problems, being able to achieve financial goals, and having the economic freedom to make decisions that allow one to enjoy various aspects of life \[[@pone.0209434.ref041]\]. Specifically, economic well-being in retirement has been widely studied \[[@pone.0209434.ref042]\]. In this regard, the existence of a direct and positive relationship has been found between a family\'s level of income and participating in programs of financial planning \[[@pone.0209434.ref014]\].

Hence, the fact of having a good level of income from wages, pension funds, investments, etc. has been considered a predictor of FPR \[[@pone.0209434.ref005]\]. Also, having a good level of economic well-being is something that all people desire and seek, but not all succeed because economic well-being frequently depends not only on the net amount of money but also on adequate economic resource management, appropriate planning, and informed decision-making \[[@pone.0209434.ref043]\]. Empirical results support that households that have large debts give higher priority to paying them instead of saving for retirement, because the fact of delaying saving for retirement involves an increase in the available financial amount \[[@pone.0209434.ref044]\].

In general, it has been found that workers increase their participation in savings accounts with tax incentives depending on their age and income level \[[@pone.0209434.ref045]\], which supports the positive relationship between economic well-being and FPR. Lastly, this paper aims to study the relationships between economic well-being and FPR2, mediated by FPR1. Thus, we propose the following working hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: Economic well-being will predict FPR2, and this relationship will be mediated by FPR1. ([Fig 1](#pone.0209434.g001){ref-type="fig"})

![Theoretical model for the study: Antecedent variables, FPR 1 and FPR 2.](pone.0209434.g001){#pone.0209434.g001}

Materials and methods {#sec006}
=====================

Ethical procedures {#sec007}
------------------

The National Distance Education University Bio-Ethical Committee approved this research under the protocol number 4/05/2016. The only inclusion criteria in the study were being older than 45 years of age and the work situation (full time or part time active workers). Potential participants were informed about the research objectives, anonymity, voluntariness, and the possibility of leaving the study at any time. They received a consent form and, if they agreed to participate, they returned it signed.

Participants {#sec008}
------------

Research with older workers are often criticized for relying on convenience samples affected by unknown selectivity. With the aim of addressing this concern, we used a national sample of SMEs to obtain generalizable results for the population of older adults. However, this involved a further restriction to reduce the sample to the limited number of workers aged 45 and over. In the present study, the sample consisted of 269 Spanish workers aged 45--62 years. The mean age of the participants was 55.1 (*SD* = 3.3). The mean number of dependents in the household was 1 (*SD* = 1.3). Mean tenure in the company was 22 years (*SD* = 10.3). Most of the participants (73%) felt that they could retire within 6 to 10 years, approximately. The other demographic features are displayed in [Table 1](#pone.0209434.t001){ref-type="table"}.

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t001

###### Demographic characteristics of participants.

![](pone.0209434.t001){#pone.0209434.t001g}

  Sample Characteristic         Categories             Percentage
  ----------------------------- ---------------------- ------------
  Gender                        Males                  55.8
                                Females                44.2
  Education Level               University             23
                                High School or Lower   38.7
                                Missing Values         38.3
  Type of Employment Contract   Full Time              86.2
                                Part-Time              13.5
                                Missing Values         0.3
  Professional Category         Employees              49.8
                                Middle Managers        36.1
                                Missing Values         14.1

In order to address concerns about potential differences among those participants who left the study and the rest that continued, we compared participants at Time 1 and Time 3 regarding three demographic characteristics (age, professional category and current employment situation). Findings of the ANOVA analyses showed that there are not statistical differences \[age (*F* ~(642,\ 1)~ = .013); professional category (*F* ~(642,\ 1)~ = .076) and current employment situation (*F* ~(642,\ 1)~ = .02)\].

Procedure {#sec009}
---------

The study design included three measures: at Time 1, we measured the variable antecedents (controls, financial literacy, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being); three months later, at Time 2, we measured FPR1; and 3 months later, at Time 3, we measured FPR2. To collect the data, the research group emailed 60 SME's (Small and Medium Sized Enterprises) in Spain to propose a broad study on Financial Planning for retirement. This list included some firms that have collaborated in the past with the National Distance Education University by offering paid traineeships, some firms for which ex-alumni were managers or middle managers, and other firms contacted through the personal relationships of the research group's members. Only 38 SMEs took part in the study. Related to their main economic activities, 13% of the SMEs developed them in the industry, 5% finances, 7% health services, 9% education, 18% commerce and distribution, 4% food industry, 2% energy, 22% services in general, 3% agriculture, 5% technology and communications and 12% other activities. The total population of +45 employees in these firms were contacted. At Time 1, we distributed 500 questionnaires, of which we received 375 completed (75% response rate). At Time 2, we collected 296 questionnaires (59.2% response rate), and at Time 3, we received 274 questionnaires (54.8% response rate). Of these questionnaires, only 269 were correctly completed, which are those analyzed for this work.

Instruments {#sec010}
-----------

### Demographic information and control variables {#sec011}

We asked the participants about their age, gender, educational level, number of dependents at home, professional category, tenure in the company, type of employment contract, and estimated retirement age.

### Financial literacy {#sec012}

We used a six-item scale to measure individuals\' general financial literacy \[[@pone.0209434.ref046]\]. Example items of this scale are "I know a lot about financial planning for retirement" or "When I need to consult about finances, I know exactly where to get the information". All items are rated on a 5-point response format ranging from 1 (*strongly disagree*) to 5 (*strongly agree*). This measure has shown high levels of internal consistency (α = .94) \[[@pone.0209434.ref046]\], and the Cronbach alpha found in this study was .82.

### Confidence in retirement {#sec013}

This 5-item scale measures people\'s confidence to achieve their goals related to retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref031]\]. Participants were asked to indicate their level of confidence associated with the following statements, among which were "You adequately prepare retirement financially," "You have enough money to live on for the rest of your life, regardless of how long you live." The response format was a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (*not at all confident*) to 4 (*very confident*). The value of the Cronbach's alpha found in this study was .90.

### Economic well-being {#sec014}

This brief scale consists of 4 items and is used to measure people\'s subjective view of their financial situation \[[@pone.0209434.ref047]\]. The instructions that were given to the participants were "Tell us how satisfied you feel about the following aspects", such as, for example, "current household income" or "money available for emergencies." The response format was a 5-point Likert-type scale, ranging from 1 (v*ery unsatisfied*) to 5 (*very satisfied*). The value of Cronbach's alpha in this research was .85.

### Financial planning for retirement {#sec015}

Following the recommendations of some authors \[[@pone.0209434.ref048]\], we used two different instruments to measure FPR at Time 1 and at Time 2 (FPR1 and FPR2). The goal was to avoid the bias of common variance due to the instruments and to support that both self-report measures are not simply interpretable in artifactual terms (i.e. due to the social desirability of FPR as an evidence of control and success in our society).

At Time 1, we used the *Financial Planning for Retirement Scale* \[[@pone.0209434.ref049]\]. Participants completed 9 items using a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (*strongly disagree*) to 7 (*strongly agree*). The instructions required participants to focus on the financial planning activities they had carried out in the past 12 months. Example items are "I have made specific expenditure plans for the future" and "I have made voluntary contributions to a savings plan for retirement." This measure has shown high values of internal consistency in the past (α = .87; \[[@pone.0209434.ref049]\]), and the value of Cronbach's alpha found in this study was .91.

At Time 2, we used a 5-item scale of about savings from the *Financial Preparedness* subscale of Noone, Stephens, and Alpass \[[@pone.0209434.ref050]\] which is part of *The Process of Retirement Planning Scale* (PRePS). The participants had to express their level of agreement or disagreement with statements like "When I retire, I will have enough income to ensure my standard of living" or "If I retired today, I would have enough money to cope with my retirement." The response format is a 5-point Likert-type ranging from 1 (*strongly disagree*) to 5 (*strongly agree*). This measure has shown appropriate values of internal consistency in the past (α = .75; \[[@pone.0209434.ref050]\]), and the value of Cronbach's alpha found in this study was .80.

Results {#sec016}
=======

Descriptive analyses and correlations {#sec017}
-------------------------------------

Means, standard deviations, and correlations of all the variables are shown in [Table 2](#pone.0209434.t002){ref-type="table"}. FPR1 obtained a mean of 2.64 (*SD* = .81), and FPR2 a mean of 3.22 (*SD* = .73).

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t002

###### Descriptive statistics and correlation Matrix.

![](pone.0209434.t002){#pone.0209434.t002g}

  Variables                                M      SD     1                                             2                                            3                                            4                                            5                                            6                                            7                                            8                                            9
  ---------------------------------------- ------ ------ --------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -------------------------------------------- -----
  1\. Age                                  55.1   3.30   \-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                       
  2\. Gender                               \-     \-     -.11                                          \-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         
  3\. Employment contract                  \-     \-     .07                                           .20[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   \-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
  4\. Professional category                \-     \-     -.02                                          .16[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .19[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   \-                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  Predictor Variables                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                             
  5\. Self-Perceived Financial knowledge   2.81   .73    -.05                                          -.13[\*](#t002fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}    .05                                          .26[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .73                                                                                                                                                                                 
  6\. Retirement confidence                3.37   .74    -.13[\*](#t002fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     .19[\*](#t002fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     .05                                          .17[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .32[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .85                                                                                                                                    
  7\. Economic well-being                  3.16   .72    -.21[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .01                                          .03                                          .15[\*](#t002fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}     .31[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .59[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .82                                                                                       
  Mediator Variable                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               
  8\. FPR1                                 2.64   .81    -.10                                          -.01                                         .08                                          .19[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .51[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .43[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .44[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .76                                          
  Criterion Variable                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              
  9\. FPR2                                 3.22   .73    .09                                           .01                                          .03                                          .18[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .34[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .64[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .56[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .50[\*\*](#t002fn004){ref-type="table-fn"}   .74

Note: N = 269. Values in italics in the diagonal are the squared root of AVE of the latent variables.

Response scale Likert type with 5 points except for retirement confidence (4 points) and FPR1 (7 points).

\* p \< .05

\*\* p \< .01

FPR2 was significantly and positively correlated with financial literacy (*r* = .34, *p* \< .01), confidence in retirement (*r* = .64, *p* \< .01), economic well-being (*r* = .56, *p* \< .01), and FPR1 (*r* = .50, *p* \< .01). However, it is important to note that the professional category also correlated positively and significantly with FPR2 (*r* = .18, *p* \< .01), whereas age and employment status correlated positively but non-significantly with FPR2. FPR1 was also significantly and positively correlated with financial literacy (*r* = .51, *p* \< .01), confidence in retirement (*r* = .43, *p* \< .01), economic well-being (*r* = .44, *p* \< .01), and professional category (*r* = .19, *p* \< .01). Age correlated negatively, albeit non-significantly, with FPR1.

Hypothesis testing {#sec018}
------------------

Data analysis was performed with the *Smart PLS* program \[[@pone.0209434.ref051]\] which estimates standardized regression coefficients to measure relations between the latent variables using the partial least squares technique. The significance of the relations in the structural model was considered by bootstrapping 5,000 samples of 269 cases with a critical *t* -value of 1.96 for *p* \< .05. To analyze the mediation hypothesis, we used the macros for SPSS INDIRECT \[[@pone.0209434.ref052]\] and the *Latent Variable Scores* (non-standardized scores) generated by the *Smart PLS* program when running the INDIRECT macro. First, we evaluated the measurement model and then the structural model.

### Measurement model {#sec019}

We analyzed the value of the standardized factorial loadings (λ) to determine the individual reliability of the items. All the items had λ-values equal to or higher than .60 ([Table 3](#pone.0209434.t003){ref-type="table"}). Also, to assess the reliability of the measurement scales, we calculated the value of Cronbach's alpha ([Table 3](#pone.0209434.t003){ref-type="table"}), and this value was in all cases higher than the recommended value of .70 \[[@pone.0209434.ref053]\].

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t003

###### Reliability and convergent validity.
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  Latent variable                      Ítem      λ         CFC   α     AVE   
  ------------------------------------ --------- --------- ----- ----- ----- ---
  Self-Perceived Financial Knowledge   CF1       .76       .87   .82   .53   
                                                 CF2       .81               
                                                 CF3       .60               
                                                 CF4       .79               
                                                 CF5       .79               
                                                 CF6       .61               
  Retirement Confidence                CJ1       .87       .93   .90   .72   
                                                 CJ2       .85               
                                                 CJ3       .87               
                                                 CJ4       .84               
                                                 CJ5       .81               
  Economic well-being                  BE1       .79       .90   .85   .68   
                                                 BE2       .82               
                                                 BE3       .84               
                                                 BE4       .83               
  FPR1                                 FPR2(1)   .77       .93   .91   .58   
                                                 FPR2(2)   .82               
                                                 FPR2(3)   .83               
                                                 FPR2(4)   .75               
                                                 FPR2(5)   .64               
                                                 FPR2(6)   .70               
                                                 FPR2(7)   .78               
                                                 FPR2(8)   .81               
                                                 FPR2(9)   .76               
  FPR2                                 FPR1(1)   .81       .86   .80   .55   
                                                 FPR1(2)   .60               
                                                 FPR1(3)   .78               
                                                 FPR1(4)   .77               
                                                 FPR1(5)   .81                

Note: N = 269

Convergent validity was measured using the *Average Variance Extracted*, (AVE), whose value was greater than .50 for all the constructs ([Table 3](#pone.0209434.t003){ref-type="table"}). Likewise, to confirm discriminant validity, the correlations between the constructs should not be higher than .80, and the value of the square root of AVE should be greater than the correlation between the constructs \[[@pone.0209434.ref054]\]. In this work, both conditions were met (see [Table 3](#pone.0209434.t003){ref-type="table"}).

### Structural model {#sec020}

The results obtained with this model show that self-perceived financial knowledge, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being had significant influence on FPR1 ([Fig 2](#pone.0209434.g002){ref-type="fig"}). The coefficients of the predictive variables of FPR1 were significant: financial literacy (*β* = .37, *p* \< .001), confidence in retirement (*β* = . 25, *p* \< .001), and economic well-being (*β* = .27, *p* \< .001), accounting for 47% of the variance of FPR1 (*R*^2^ = .47). Likewise, FPR1 also had a significant influence on FPR2 (*β* = .60, *p* \< .001), accounting for 36% of its variance (*R*^2^ = .36). The control variables did not have a significant influence on FPR1 (obtaining betas lower than .10): age (*β* = .01), gender (*β* = .01), professional category (*β* = .01), and employment status (*β* = .05).

![Structural model: Antecedent variables, FPR 1 and FPR 2.\
*Note*: \*\*\* *p* \< .001. Values above the arrows are standardized regression coefficients, and values above the circles are percentages of explained variance.](pone.0209434.g002){#pone.0209434.g002}

To analyze the mediation hypotheses, we used the INDIRECT macro for SPSS \[[@pone.0209434.ref052]\]. The confidence intervals (CI) were analyzed with a confidence level of 95%, and, as they did not contain the value 0, this means that the indirect effect was significant. Thus, the results indicate that FPR1 significantly mediates between the predictors (financial literacy, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being) and FPR2, confirming working Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 (Tables [4](#pone.0209434.t004){ref-type="table"}, [5](#pone.0209434.t005){ref-type="table"} and [6](#pone.0209434.t006){ref-type="table"}).

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t004

###### Direct, total and indirect effects for the mediation FPR1 among Self perceived financial knowledge and FPR2.
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                                                         B                                              SE    t      axb   SE    95% CI
  ------------------------------------------------------ ---------------------------------------------- ----- ------ ----- ----- --------------
  Total Effect                                           .17[\*\*\*](#t004fn002){ref-type="table-fn"}   .05   3.53               
  Direct Effect                                          .08                                            .05   0.55               
  H1: Self -perceived Financial Knowledge → FPR1→ FPR2                                                               .09   .03   \[.04, .16\]

Note: N = 269; CI = Confidence interval; SE = Standard Error; Bootstrap = 5.000 samples

\*\*\* p \< .001

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t005

###### Direct, total and indirect effects for mediation FPR1 among Retirement Confidence and FPR2.

![](pone.0209434.t005){#pone.0209434.t005g}

                                           B                                              SE    t      axb   SE    95% CI
  ---------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------- ----- ------ ----- ----- --------------
  Total Effect                             .47[\*\*\*](#t005fn002){ref-type="table-fn"}   .06   8.33               
  Direct Effect                            .41[\*\*\*](#t005fn002){ref-type="table-fn"}   .06   7.19               
  H2: Retirement Confidence → FPR1→ FPR2                                                               .07   .02   \[.03, .13\]

Note: N = 269; CI = Confidence interval; SE = Standard Error; Bootstrap = 5.000 samples

\*\*\* p \< .001

10.1371/journal.pone.0209434.t006

###### Direct, total and indirect effects for the mediation FPR1 among economic well-being and FPR2.

![](pone.0209434.t006){#pone.0209434.t006g}

                                           B                                              SE    t      axb   SE    95% CI
  ---------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------- ----- ------ ----- ----- --------------
  Total Effect                             .23[\*\*\*](#t006fn003){ref-type="table-fn"}   .06   3.83               
  Direct Effect                            .15[\*](#t006fn002){ref-type="table-fn"}       .06   2.60               
  H3: Financial well---being→ FPR1→ FPR2                                                               .07   .02   \[.03, .12\]

Note: N = 269; CI = Confidence interval; SE = Standard Error; Bootstrap = 5.000 samples

\* p \< .05

\*\*\* p \< .001

The results show that confidence in retirement and economic well-being have a direct effect on FPR2 (b = .41, *p* = .001 and b = .15, *p* = .01, respectively), whereas financial literacy does not show a direct effect on FPR2 (b = .08, *p* = .1226).

Discussion {#sec021}
==========

This study was aimed to analyze the relationships between the distal antecedents---financial literacy, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being---and FPR evaluated at two different time-points. First, self-perception of financial knowledge was positively related to FPR, in line with other previous works from different countries \[[@pone.0209434.ref035], [@pone.0209434.ref055]\]. We also confirmed previous results reporting that financial literacy increases the chances of participating in retirement savings plans \[[@pone.0209434.ref056]\]. In keeping with our results, Mullocky and Turcotte \[[@pone.0209434.ref029]\] revealed that people who have higher levels of financial literacy feel safer and more confident about the FRP they are carrying out.

Secondly, this study found that confidence in retirement is positively and significantly related to FPR, confirming the results of previous studies \[[@pone.0209434.ref057], [@pone.0209434.ref030]\]. Third, this study revealed that financial well-being is also positively related to FPR. Other works have pointed out that the level of income is closely related to the amount of savings for FPR \[[@pone.0209434.ref058], [@pone.0209434.ref059]\], such that individuals with a lower economic well-being save less for retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref060]\], and in many cases, wages and investments are a good predictor of FPR \[[@pone.0209434.ref003]\]. However, Jacobs-Lawson and Hershey's study \[[@pone.0209434.ref046]\] contradicts our findings, showing that people with adequate economic well-being do not plan their retirement in financial terms. Thus, despite that the causal relationships between financial resources and sufficient savings has not been firmly established, we would suggest continuing paying attention to the provision of sufficient income during retirement, specifically for some social groups that have a greater risk of poverty in advanced ages, as separated, divorced, or widowed people \[[@pone.0209434.ref061]\]. On another hand, the possibility of compensating the economic difficulties of many older workers is threatened by the low employment rates among these groups \[[@pone.0209434.ref062], [@pone.0209434.ref063], [@pone.0209434.ref064]\].

Considering the comparison among the impacts of predictors (self-perceived financial knowledge, retirement confidence and economic well-being) on FPR2, we could observe that financial knowledge has no impact, while the influence of economic well-being and specifically retirement confidence seem to be strong. First, we must recognize that our measure of financial knowledge does not include objective questions, and instead it assessed respondents' confidence on their knowledge. So, it is likely that this measure contains a lot on "noise" which could explain the lack of significance in the direct effect. Second, the strongest impact of retirement confidence seems to agree with previous findings about that Spanish population continue to rely on public protection system as a solid support for their well-being in old age \[[@pone.0209434.ref065]\]. Finally, the findings about the statistically significant impact of economic well-being on FPR2 confirm previous studies even though the existing evidence on this score is controversial. Certain other studies \[[@pone.0209434.ref046]\] suggested that financial resources do not determine retirement saving, because people often do not save despite having sufficient financial resources to do so; while others pointed in the opposite direction \[[@pone.0209434.ref066]\].

Regarding the stability of FPR over time, in this work, it was found that the first step of planning, at three months, has predictive power over the second, at six months. However, it was found that FPR decreases slightly between our first and second assessments. In this regard, it is important to note the assessment of the variable by means of two different tools can introduce some source on uncontrolled variance in the results. Moreover, the potential influence of moderators in the relationship between FPR1 and FPR2, which were not explored, could also affect the findings. In this sense, although the performance of a wide range of behaviors is influenced by behavioral intention, availability of resources and opportunities---such as money, time, cooperation of other people, skills, etc.---can moderate this relationship between intention and behavior \[[@pone.0209434.ref067]\]. In addition, theory of planned behavior literature \[[@pone.0209434.ref068]\] shows that the intention to carry out a behavior, along with one's perceptions of control over it, influences the variance of the occurrence of current behavior. In this connection, it has also been found that, when behaviors are not well learned or are carried out in unstable contexts, it is more likely for the person to have to consciously make the decision either to continue or drop these behaviors \[[@pone.0209434.ref069]\]. Moreover, it has been observed that the predictive power over behavior increases when this assessment is carried out in a short period of time in comparison with assessments separated by longer time intervals \[[@pone.0209434.ref070]\]. Therefore, in this paper, FPR1 is considered slightly greater than FPR2, that is, they present some variability over time, which can be due at least in part for the different assessment procedures.

Limitations {#sec022}
-----------

The sample includes only participants from Spain and it is necessary to consider that pension systems, which maintain a close relationship with FPR, are currently in a period of constant change and vary considerably depending on the country. In addition, the sample used is small, so the described findings should be considered cautiously. An additional limitation is related to the recruitment of the sample procedure. Some authors referred this procedure as "two-stage sampling" approach \[[@pone.0209434.ref071]\], because we first selected a specific pool of enterprises, and then invited the actual population of workers aged 45 and over in these firms to participate. Moreover, as the majority (99.87%) of the Spanish firms are SME's \[[@pone.0209434.ref072]\], we included this kind of organizations with the aim of recruiting +45 employees. Even though our data have been provided by a convenience sample, we have no reason to believe that this sample is necessarily different from the population of interest.

Our results are estimated on a sample of interest based on the total amount of +45 employees in the firms that take part in the study, instead of being a descriptive study of a representative population. Despite this fact, the variables included in our research are normally used in the literature to predict FPR and they have proven their adequacy for different cultural contexts \[[@pone.0209434.ref050], [@pone.0209434.ref055]\]. At the same time, we recognize that other potential mediators in the relationships between predictors and outcomes have been ignored, and this fact could blur our findings. Several variables come to mind, such as personality features and dispositional traits, which should be included in future studies. In this sense, patience could be a mediator variable affecting FPR1 and FPR2, such as previous studies suggested \[[@pone.0209434.ref073]\]. Considering that patience implies willingness to sacrifice current satisfaction for future rewards, it might result in higher preparedness for retirement. In the opposite direction, some personality traits, as need for cognitive closure can negatively affect retirement preparation as recent research showed \[[@pone.0209434.ref074]\]. However, another limitation to bear in mind is the data collection procedure because the use of self-reports can produce an uncontrolled source of error of the common variance.

Thus, to advance research on FPR, more objective measures should also be employed \[[@pone.0209434.ref075]\]. However, when performing various measures of FPR, they should be spaced in greater time intervals to determine whether this measure remains stable when working with such intervals (e.g., annual).

Future lines of research {#sec023}
------------------------

At the theoretical level, we underline that very diverse factors influence FPR, and the nature of relationships between psychological, financial, and social variables is tremendously complex. For this reason, is increasingly necessary to use interdisciplinary approaches to the study of retirement and its consideration from a holistic perspective \[[@pone.0209434.ref003]\]. However, there have been few advances in this line, and only a few specialists have progressed in this task \[[@pone.0209434.ref076]\].

As for a better development of the model, the influence of certain variables, such as the information received by word of mouth, the incidence of financial advisors, or the level of indebtedness of households, could be explored \[[@pone.0209434.ref044], [@pone.0209434.ref077]\]. In addition, certain psychological aspects such as the influence of the negative stereotypes associated with age may be related to attitudes toward retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref078]\] and have an impact on some older workers\' ability to save. In the same vein, due to the strong connection between health and wealth, financial planning for retirement should be considered in its relationship with health planning for retirement \[[@pone.0209434.ref079], [@pone.0209434.ref080], [@pone.0209434.ref081], [@pone.0209434.ref082]\]. All this should be considered, without forgetting the relevance of similar studies with larger samples and more countries that enrich and advance the study of FPR.

Finally, we could affirm that the main contribution of the present research would be related to stability of the FPR across measures, even though two different scales have been used. Despite this fact, our evidence regarding this stability is preliminary and incomplete, because the two ways of assessment of FPR were based only on self-reported information, and they slightly differ in their focus. The first measure evaluated FPR by actions taken during the previous year, while the second assessed impression about the future economic situation in retirement. As financial preparedness for retirement is a matter of growing concern, stability across different types of measures deserves further attention.

### Implications for intervention {#sec024}

As a function of the proposed model, we suggest that economic, psychological, and sociological factors allow us to explain the difficulty of saving and planning for retirement, specifically for some social groups \[[@pone.0209434.ref083], [@pone.0209434.ref084]\]. Specifically, in view of the relationship between financial literacy and FPR, it seems necessary to improve the level of people\'s financial literacy \[[@pone.0209434.ref085]\]. In the same vein, financial literacy is closely related to the level of wealth, which, in turn, is strongly associated with life satisfaction \[[@pone.0209434.ref086]\].

Conclusion {#sec025}
----------

This study supports previous works that show that financial literacy, confidence in retirement, and economic well-being are positively related to FPR. It also supports the idea of that FPR is considerably stable over time, and that a prior measure of FPR a good predictive variable of subsequent FPR. In this way, the findings support the idea that FPR is influenced by economic, psychological, and social factors which should be considered essential to improve and develop future explanatory models of FPR.

[^1]: **Competing Interests:**The authors have declared that no competing interests exist.
